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ABSTRACT )

The thesis of this paper is that by recognizing the
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parties, yet requires neither a newv research methodology nor 4
increased research sophistication of administrators. The aathots
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educational institution. After discussing possible approaches to
successfully conducting such a cooperative research effort, the
‘authors present a brief case study involving a county detention
center and two school districts in order to illustrate some of the
_ways educational researchers and administrators may wvork tugether

productively. (JG)
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THE ADMINISTRATOR-RESEARCHER INTERACTION:
THE CONDUCT OF COOPERATIVE RESEARCH
Stephen L. Murray

Nick L. Smith
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory

14

Admini,strators'of ‘elementary and secondary school systems and other
social service institutions dealing with children have relatively few examples
available which illustrate how the techmiques of reéegrch can bé used as a |
valuable means of manag"lng ahd pfoﬁdmg data for assisti;xg in decision
making. Some writers have-argued that, in »Ifact, ct;rrent research method-
ology focuses> too much on the discovery of broad generalizable truths and
taat mbst practitic;ners desiring to cbnduct research studies are really not
interested in the generalizibility of the results. These individuals frequently
call for a new expanded definition of research, perha.p even hew method-
ology, which more adequately meetsv the needs{ of practitic;ners (cf. Zaret,
1972). A :cou.nt_erproposai i-s sometimes offered by thosé‘who appear to
aé:cept the relevance of c-urrent- research mvethoddlogr, but call for increased
reéearch eicpertise on the part of the administratcr - even _to‘t.hg _point of
suggesting that all school principals shohld bécome. adequatel& trained to
couduct their own local research (Turner, 19€9). This paper is based on
a third alternative, namely tnat through the recognition 1;hat both administra-
tors and researchers bring separate and distinct abilities and insigﬁts to the
re'se'arch setting, cooperative research can be conductecg which is beneficial
to both parties and requires neither a new research methodology nor

increased research sophistication on the part of administrators.
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Actually, it appears from some empirical work by Clasen, Miller, and

Conry' (1969) that researchers and administrators have much more similar

“*

attitudes about. access to and conduct of research in the schools than they
frequently perceive.

...a concensus of favorable opinion (among administrators) about

- granting access to do research... However, these same adminis-
trators revealed some very sirong concerns about: (1) being
informed, personally, about all aspects of the research, (2) the
value of the research for the school district, and (3) about impli-
cations of the research for the psychological health of the district
pupils and staff. The key question appears to be under what
corditions access will be granted, rather than whether or not it
will be granted (Clasen, et al., 1969, p. 28). -

In pointing out a misperception that researchers have about administrator's .
motives they note:

One important finding...is that the personal involvement of the

administrator in research and his willingness to consider research

access on personal bases were not considered by researchers to

be crucial in determining why access had been granted. Apparently

the administrator is the key to access on personal as well as on

professional grounds, and this phenomenon demands the attention

of anyone requiring access to do research (p. 29).

Additionally, the argument is made below that reéearch in applied
settings must be a cooperative effort between administrator and researcher,
not only because of problems of access, but to insure meaningful and useful
research findings. Monahan (1969), in a survey and analysis of official
'policy statements regarding data access in large city school systems, found
that mdst systems reviewed outside requests for research according to the
following criteria:

...(a) its value to the school system;'(b) the nature of its design

(and therefore the extent that it may disrupt the normal work of

the school); (c) approval of the unit or school to be concerned;
_ (d) the purposes and reputation of the researcher (p. 206).

6




More importantly, however, he reported school district complaints that many
researchers evidenced iguorance. of data collection problems in city school
systems, 'assumeﬁl school district obligations when 'there actually were ncne,
had difficulty working with teachers, and failed to provide adequate follow-up
information to the schools. Many of these problems éould be obviated by
cooperative work between researchers and administrators throughout the

duraticn of the research activities.

A Basis for Cooperation - N
The need for cooperative work between researcher and administrator
ivs edually strong regardles/s of which party initiates the research activity.
The following discussion, however, is written from the perspective of the
research being initiated by th~ administrator as an aia in the daily operation
of the institution. For example, the research might be initiated to assist
a school administrator assess the need for a remedial reading program or
choose a dropout prevention program with the greatest promise. Included is
a case-study example of héw one might conduct research ;vhich would allow
one to be éroblem-oriented rather than theory-—\r‘)riented. Sirce, as mentioned
above, administrators are likely to be concerned about the .value of any study
to the school district, it is more likely that they will be more interested in
vaxlilables which ha}ve practical im.portan.ce rather than strictly thecretical
importance. In t(aking this orientation, however, the researcher ié often.
asked to help the administrator make a decision based upon falii.ble data.

Likewise, the administrator often needs to rely un the researcher to judge

how much data collection and analysis is really necessary before a decis:on

7
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should be made. While the difficulties in promoting effective researcher -and
admihistrator interaction may be, in part, due to different value perspectives,
the position taken in this paper is that regardless of value differences or

similarities of the researcher and the administrator, there is one shared

c7 . - .
~task which forms a meaningful basis for interaction: both researchers and

administrators are data collectors.

If the interaction forms arounci_ the data rathor than theoretical positions,
it is likely that fewer pseudo iissues will end up blooking progress. ' If data
.focuseson indicies of actual behavior or other observable events rather than ]
hypothetical construots, it would seem to have the greater potential payoff
in assisting. administrators in decision making With so many’ possible
variables, factors, and behavior to consider, lone.could easily waste much
time asking irrelevant questions or measuring meaningless varisbles. Thos,
an effioient first step ie to describe the ﬁriables which may indicate or
contraindicate problems in terms of observable elemsnts which we shall
label criteria. The criteria should involve definits value implications
resulting from a focus on events, behaviors, or’ conditions whichl vary in
desirability. The administrator and the researcher should define the 'oriteria
through a collaborative. effort, since the ‘admipistrator must set priorities‘ "
and make 'decisions, and the researcher 'mu/st implemept the study and' e
communicate the results to the administrator. The administrator may. have
a better sense of priorities for global problema;‘ the. researoher may bev
mora- adept at éxplicating tho variables in a problem sitoation. Paltif;c}olar

attention should be given to the existing archival data/éase in ﬁdefin_ing the
' /




problem situation. While knowing that it exists, the administrater may not
be aware of the variety of ways in which it may be used. It is up to the
researcher to make sure that such sources of data are not overlooked.

As a second stcn it is necessary to determine the range- of possible

hypotheses which account for the problem situation, or to establish informa-
tion needs to be met in order to accept or r‘ejéct possible decision options.
. , » :

This often involves attempfs to determine the relationship between the cri-
terion variable and other variat'es. The potentiai cérfelates with the
criterion variable may besi be generated by a comprehens'i,ve delineation of
hypothesized relationships. Posing a comprehengive set/éylf multiple hypotheses
may be logically the most efficient way to proceéd, buty’ therc can be many |
possible explanations to a given problexﬁ. Not all of thém are equally
reseafchable, nor do they generate equ-a,l resource demands for dété, col-
lection. |

Because of limited resources, it is desirable to maximize the benefit |
‘from arghival data and additional data collection and analysis.,..\approaches
used Vto investigate the problem under study. This can pfobably best be
accompilis'.hed by a comprehehsive re_vieW of the archival data base to
determihe the coverage it affords. Then one should consider .procedures to
assess the apparent strength and patterns of reiationships to criteria and
evaluate the various implications for intervention. As a simple example,
suppose an administrator is interested in finding out why there were so many

fights after school last year, so that the same thing can be prevented from

happening again this year. Further assume that the researcher can document

: - 9



from archival data thect there was, in fact, an increase in the incidence of
fighting, and therefore, that fighting is the problem which needs to be
addressed and not the increased parental complaints about it, or the increased

news coverage of the fighting, or a general phenomenon of increased aggfes-

siveness among the youth.

\

After considering ’multiple alternatives, it may be decided that the
following three hypotheses are the likely explanations:

1. Students who ride buses are the ones most often engaged in
fighting - perhaps they get bored waiting for their buses. -

2. Most fighting occurs néar examination time - it may be that
~ fights are a result of student examination tension.

3. Mostly the 'moninvolved' students fight - fighting is an
indicntion of their social frustration and lack of involve-
ment in after scllool activities.

3

From student records an_d other data which may need to be collected the
researcher can estimate the strength of the relationships suggested in the
three hypotheses. Suppose, for example, that he finds a:

.26 correlation between bus riding and being a fighter.

.30 correlation between the incidence of fighting and the proximity
. of the date to examination time, ,
. .40 cbrrelation between being a fighter and belonging to few social-
athletic school activities.

* With some explanation of the possible implications of such rélationships
being provided by the researcher to the administrator there can be some
convergence on which hypothesis refers to the apparent sirongest relationship

(hypothesis 3 in this instance). Subsequently, the administrator might attempt

}
\

to. develop special activities for the "nbi;involved" students and continue to

\
10
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monitor the incidénce of fighting. The researcher stould provide the rationale

| for ggtabhéhing controls in applying the treatment. If the controls are ade-

quate and the tregtment leads to a decrease in the incidence of fighting, not
only has a discipiinary problem been solved but a.valuable socio-educaticnal

relationship has been illustrated at the same time. The researcher should

‘\ point‘ out that the incidence of fighting may, of course, not decrease for

several reasons. ;t could be that there is simply no causal relationshif) '

between being "nonLvolved" and being a fighter. Also, the administrator
\ ‘ - ‘

may have been unable to adequately involve the 'noninvolved'; the inter-
vention may not havé\ been sfrong enough. The researcher is typically in

the most advantageous position to enumerate the p\ossibl'e explanations.
,I .

; | -
Qualifying the results is a very sensitive task.| If the researcher has ade-

! g S
quately explained the limitations of any design used, usually in terms of the

legitimate inferex;ces; the problems of mterpreiation will likely be minimized.

However, the administrator who niust be-decision oriented has to make some

kind of decision and may perceive the researcher as equivocating in his

interpretations of the data. . Whatever the reaéon, the administrator may -now

‘ .
wish to test other intervention strategles most related to other hypotheses.
Obviously failure to conflrm hypotheses 3 does not necessarily imply that

hypotheses 1 and 2 hold the key to solving the diecipline problem - they are

just the next 'best' guesses.

\

In this example, only the indication of the strength of the hypothesized
relationships was used to decide Wk}ich hypothesis to investigate first. If

the researcher had known from prei{ious experience or ‘bther data, however,
11
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that mvoh'ring the "noninvglyed" wc;uid probabiy be unsuccessful and if he

had communicated thi.s, thén th‘e. administrator might have chosen to deal

with p@mhesis 2 ﬂrst; even thbugh the; felationship indicated ‘ln hypethgses

3 was apparently 'lstronger; Cne shoﬁld, therefore, consider'{wo ite?iis when
". deciding which alternative hypothesis to investigate next: the ﬁppareqt strength
1 ,I of the hypothesized x:el;tionéhips am;, secondly, the probability of e;stéblishmg
l .sqfﬁci_ently strong trea@nent conditions, which is ti_rpically,detern:ine 'by the

nature cf\ treatment variables. The researcher can often supply information.

which speaks to these two points, C /

| A Case Study of Interaction

A«Rathex" than prescribing a set of guidelines to follow, the following
case-ctudy involving a county detenﬂoﬁ- center and two school districts in a
metropolitan area is offered.’ The person inftiating the research study was

_ the administrator of the detentic‘nll center, It was‘his perception of the

\_ problem which set the tone of the study. At the root of the detention center-

N

. ' ] \ !
problem was a statewide concern over the apprOgriateness of detention as an

intervention for all types of child offef;ders. Specifically, tﬁe appropria;é-‘
ﬁess of detention was being questioned for a gréup of children designated as
status offenders, or those who were held for offenses which would not have
‘heen considered offex{;es for nomﬁorsh Examples of these offenges include

. \ _ '
runaway, illegal possession, incorrigible, and ungovernable. If was assumed
by the administrator that these children were more likely to exhibit Vundesvirable
changeé as a result of being held in detention., His rationale was that these

. .'/ . -

Qo ‘. ' - ' 12
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children were _ not ''criminals'" and that they likely differed from those "commit;
ting nonstatus offensesk (such as auto theft, burgla;‘y #nd forgery) on a'number" .
of variabies including attitudes, interests, and background variables.

The detention center administrator was considering using this quasi-‘
theoretical rationale to recommend thé,t those children who };ad committed
status offenses not‘be held in detention. 'ﬁ;is would’have been an extremely
attrz;ctive alternative, since nea;'ly one-half‘of the children in detention at '
any one time were bemg held for status offenées. The adminisfrator was
urged to empirically investigate his assumption that there were a number of
attitudinal, interest, ’a_pd back/grouhd differénc.es betwAeen the two major classes
of offenders. C

. - i .

The variable of practical significance was, therefore, type of offense,

and the practical p'rdblerr;‘\'vas,to evaluate a specificv-proposal for decreasing

" the number of children l}eld in detention. The researchérs asgisteq the
administrators in formulating the hypothesis that the two classes of oﬁéﬁdefé
differed in terms of their attitud'es, 'mterests, and backgrotinds.

While data on the type of offense was colleéted as standa_rd procedure
at the detention center, they had never before been used fgr"x;esearch pur-
poses. These data we;e invaluable in designing the fes'é;.rch study, as they
made it possible to estimate ifhe proportiori of chilaren who would be classi-
fiéd in each )ffense category. These estimgt«és were then psed to determine
the likelihodd of disco;/ering any relationaﬁibs of practical significance'. It

is a well kncw statistical trui;‘m that vwhen one wishes to differenﬁété*i .

betveen two ‘groups, the chancqs"of finding meaningful relationship are

13
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increased as the two é'rodps approach equal numbers (Meehl and Rosen, 1955).
.The administrator was pleased that his information could be used to help pro-
vide a research soh;tion to a problem which he needed to address.

Data on background, attitudes, ahd interests wére, however, not col.—'
lected and instrumentation tapping these domains had to-be selected especially (
for the stpdy. The ALPHA Bi§graphical Inventory (ALPHA BI, Institute for
Behavioral Research in Creativity, 1968) a 300-item multiple ::hoice life
history inventory which ‘includes &' heterogeneous set of items tapping interests

"aﬁd attitudes as well as objective background data Was chosen. Four p;'evi-
ously generated empirica_il biographical key scores were included in the
analysis. These key scores were to measure Academic Performance,
Creativity, Family }income, and Dropout -‘Potential. A second instrument (
chosen was the Student Questionnaire Level II (ptah State Board of Education,
1970). The Student Questionnaire Level Ii includes ten scales which have
been deveiOped through factor analytic techniques and empirical item analysis.
These instruments were chosen ‘after the researcher had provided the adinin-
istrator with some minimal information on sélecting an instrument. The
actual selection was based on the researcher's review of potential instruments .
for technical éonsiderations of validity and reliability and the administrator's
review for face validity of the items.

Two groups made up the sample for tl_le study. One group consisted
of 401 children who werc admitted 'fo the detention center during the period
from April 1972 through October 1972. Children were included in this

group only if they had spent at least one consecutive twenty-four hour period

L S _ 14




in detention, were between the ages of thirteen and seventeen, and were
residents of the éounty in which the detention center was lucated. All of
these criteria were established by the administrator. A second bgroup con~-
sisted of 267 c\:hildren from randomly selected classrooms m. two distric;ts
in the county. These children were between the ages of thirteen and seven-
teen, were residents of the county and had never been held in deten'tion for |
a period greater than twenty-four hours. The public school group was used
in order to pfovide an extreme »comp.)uarison group to determine if it was
possible to diffefentiate between them and the ‘detention sample.

The major analysis procedure was to oreate dummy variables to con-
trast si:atus offenders and non-status offenders and to contraét the public
school s_amplé and the detention sample, and then to determine the corre‘—
lates of those variables. Because of the records maintained by the deten-
tion |center, it was an easy matter td transfer the data !:o a standard form
for each child. The data analysis, which 'was chosen by the researcher,
consisted of correlating the scores of the two instruments with the two
criteria relating to delinquent behavior. In addition to the use of the scales
which existed before the study was undertaken, new scales were generated
through empfrical item analysis procedures. ’i’he purpose of generating the:
new scales was to determine if it was possible'to. use the item pool of over
400 items to build a key which would discrimiﬂate between fhe status
offenders and the nonstatus offenders. The item analysis procedure followed

-a double cross validation design in which the total sample of detention sub-

jects and nondetention subjects was randomly split into two samples and each

15
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sample was then scored with the key generated on the other sample; The two
samples werg'combined and a total sampie cross-validity mutrix was generated.
This procedure eliminates spurious fold back validity and vsed the total sampleA
of sukjects to obtain -a si:.glé estimate of vﬁlidity.

The ALPHA BI and the Student Questionnaire Level II were carefully
administered to the detention sample by the detention staﬁ under the super-
vision of the administrator. The staff screened completedrmstrumeni‘:s using
a checklist to determine if any of the questionnaires had been falsified.
Because of reading deficiencies it was necgssary to read the quegtibns to a
small proportion of the detention sample. - Criterion data on the nature of
the most recent offense were obtained from the officizil records maintained
at the detention center. |

The data were collected from the nondetention sample by thg central
office research staff of the two school districts. Since the detention sample
data w.re collected prior to the public school data, it was possible to match
the prttic school sample in terms of thg percentage" of males and females

“ and ti~ number of children in the various age categories ranging from
thirteen to seventeen.

1

None of the existing keys from either the Student Ques_éionnaire or the
ALPHA BI had any practical utility as correlates of the §ta*’cus versus non-

" status offense criterion. The highest validity was a -.25 f(//)r one of the
‘Student Questionnaire scales labeled Reality. On the )therlha.nd, validities

of these same scores against the criterion in which the detention center sample

was contrasted with the public school sample were as high as .66, which was

16
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obtained for the ALPHA BI Dropout key. Thus, the instruments differentiaied
between *hose in the dete_ntion group and those iu the public school group at |
a reasonably high lével, but could not differentiate. in a useful ivay between
status alid nonstatus ‘offendeArs.

The empirically generated and cross validated keys presented a similar
picture. The key which wiis gener'ated against the status -'vérsus nonstatus
criteri&on from tlie ALPHA BI wa.s a .34, while the key‘r generated from i:he
Student Questionnaire items had a validity“c')f'.fil3. These are hardly_large
enough to warrant any practicall& useful or generalizable relationAships. which
may form the basis for making individual decisions,' as even with a validity
of .34 the percentage of variance in the criterion ziccOunted /fcr by the ALPHA
‘BI key was 12 percent.' In differentiating tAhev detention sample from the
nondetention sample the ALPHA BI key and the Student Queétionnairej kéy
attained validities of .69 and- . 68 respectively.

Since the results .of the study did not offer much supbort for the notion
that“'thére were meaningful differences b;atw'een staiué and nonstatus ofienders,
the administrator decided to drop the supporting rationale for his recdnimen-'
dation to decrease the number of childrenf p;":;cesséd through i:he detention
c'.enter. This decision was made on the ba.sis of the admirnistrator's judg-

ment of what constituted a practically meaningful difference and not dpon

statiétical significance.

Conclusion
This detention center example has been used to highlight some of the

wajs in which researchers and administrators may work together. In this‘

17
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case the existing data base became the vehicle for the administrato: to explaih
his problem to the researcher, and the means by‘ which the 'researcher could
demonstrate what he had to offer in the form of data analysis skills. The key
“ point qf the argument is not that one ought to be making administrators out of
researchers or researchers out of administrators, but that a collaborative
relationship in which each sﬁa.res some of his particula; professional expertisé

» \

as required; If there is any special personality characteristic needed to

function through this approach it is probably simply patience.

18
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